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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 03 Claim(s) 1-11,14-16,19 is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 3 7 CFR 1.114, including the fee set for in 3 7 CFR 1 . 1 7(e), was 
filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 
CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 5/4/06 has been entered. 

Claims 1-21 have been presented for examination in this application. In response to the 

last Office Action. Claims 12-13,17-18,20-21 have been canceled. Claims 1,4-6,9,10-11,16,19 
have been amended. As a result, claims 1-1 1,14-16,19 are now pending in this application. 
Claims 1-11,14-16,19 are rejected. 

Applicant's arguments filed 5/4/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejections from the previous office action are respectfully maintained, 
with changes as needed to address the amendments. 

U.S.C 11 2, first paragraph 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Independent claims 1,4-6,9-1 1,16,19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
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in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, has possession of the 
claimed invention. 

The claims recite a limitation "..by inhibiting dispatch of tasks to the at least one logical 
partition without notifying the at least one logical partition". Examiner searches the specification 
and cannot find any disclosure that require "without notifying the at least one logical partition". 
In fact, the word notify is not found in the specification. 

The claims recite an act of "inhibiting dispatching of tasks". However, it is unclear which 
component in the specification generates and dispatching the tasks originally, and which 
component in the specification inhibits the tasks to the at least one logical partition. . .without 
notify the at least one logical partition. 

Without any explicitly disclosure from the specification, the "without notifying the at 
least one logical partition" limitation is interpreted as, there is not any special requirement for 
notifying the at least one logical partition, because the allocation of i/o resources for the logical 
partitions are maintained in data structures in a memory that is readily accessible by other 
programs at any time. Thus, when an i/o re-configuration event occurs, this event is signaled to 
all impacted users' processes to stop generating any new task, the at least one logical partition 
just completes its pending tasks without requiring to receiving the notify the at least one logical 
partition on this event. 

All dependent claim(s) are rejected as having the same deficiencies as the claims they 
depend from. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-1 1,14-16,19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tarui 
et al (US Pub 2002/01 12102) and in view of (Bealkowski et al (US 6330656). 

As for claim 1, Tarui describes an apparatus comprising: at least one processor (Fig 1 : 
#10, #1 1); a memory coupled to the at least one processor (Fig 1 : #30); a plurality of logical 
partitions defined on the apparatus (Fig 2c: #331,332 partitions 0,1); a partition manager residing 
in the memory and executed by the at least one processor, the partition manager managing the 
plurality of logical partitions (Paragraphs 3, 84 partition control program) the partition manager 
comprising: 

an I/O reconfiguration mechanism that reconfigures identified I/O (Tarui 's page 3, paragraph 
53); and a logical partition suspend/resume mechanism that suspends at least one of the plurality 
of logical partitions before the I/O reconfiguration mechanism reconfigures the identified I/O by 
inhibiting dispatch of tasks to the at least one logic partition without notifying the at least one 
logical partition and waiting until all pending tasks in the at least one logical partition are 
complete, and that resumes all suspended logical partitions after the I/O reconfiguration 
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mechanism reconfigures the identified I/O by enable dispatching of tasks to the at least one 
logical partition (Tarui's page 5, paragraphs 83,84 describes the partition control program works 
with the operating system OS to stop using the I/O adapter, therefore inherently, the partitions 
that correspond to the particular I/O adapter will be suspended and once the I/O adapters are 
reconfigured; Tarui's paragraph 82, these partitions will be allow to be resumed; Tarui's 
paragraph 25). Tarui does not describe the pending tasks aspect of the claim. However, 
Bealkowski's column 9 lines 62 to column 10 line 5 describes a method to disassociating a 
partition to an i/o slot includes quiescent the device, completing all pending works and 
preventing any new work from occurring to the device. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the quiescent device method as 
suggested by Bealkowski in Tarui's system to allow completing pending data thereby the 
partition and the i/o device are disassociated in a manner that data integrity is protected. 
(Bealkowski's column 10, lines 12-15). As for the claim limitation "without notifying the at least 
one logical partition", Bealkowski's column 10 lines 1-5 clearly describes steps that the 
operating system quiesces the device by all pending works in the i/o device processing to 
completion and the impacted user processes not generating any new tasks; Beakowski teaches 
these steps (preventing any new work, completing pending work) can be done by a common 
operating system (the common operating system on which the logical partitions and their "guest" 
soft wares are operated on) or can be done indirectly by "any other appropriate software capable 
of orchestrating the operation and effecting the devices", for example partitioning program or 
guest soft wares (see Bealkowski's column 12 lines 15-25). 
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As for claims 2-3, the claims recite wherein the logical partition suspend/resume 
mechanism suspends all of the plurality of logical partitions (claim 2); wherein the logical 
partition suspend/resume mechanism suspends only the logical partitions that own the identified 
I/O (claim 3). Tarui describes the access partition discriminator for allocation i/o adapters to the 
partitions (Tarui's page 5, paragraph 81). Tarui further describes a method of stop using i/o 
adapters in any number of partitions, reconfiguring i/o adapters in the partitions via access 
partition discriminator, and allowing the OS to start using the i/o adapters (Tarui's page 5, 
paragraph 84). 

As for claim 4, the claim rejected based on the same rationale as in the rejection of claim 
1 . Tarui further describes the partition manager performing the steps of: (1) detecting when 
identified I/O requires reconfiguration (Tarui's page 5, paragraph 83 describes a dynamic hot- 
plugging of i/o adapters); 

Claims 5,6,10,1 1,16,19 rejected based on the same rationale as in the rejection of claims 

1-3. 

Claim 7 rejected based on the same rationale as in the rejection of claim 2. 
Claims 8,14 rejected based on the same rationale as in the rejection of claim 3. 
Claims 9,15 rejected based on the same rationale as in the rejection of claim 4. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments in response to the last office action has been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's arguments for the following 
reasons: 
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As to the remarks on pages 1 1-12 concerning the independent claims 1,4-6,9-1 1,16, 

A) The new limitation "inhibiting ....without notifying the at least one logical partition.." 
is unclear (see the rejection in 1 12 1 st paragraphs). Examiner respectfully requests applicant to 
describe in detail how the above claim's limitation is carried out in the instant application. 

B) Applicant remarks "In both Tarui and Bealkowski, the logical partition themselves 
inhibit the dispatch of tasks". Examiner respectfully disagrees. Bealkowski teaches the new tasks 
are inhibited to be generated/dispatched can be done either by a common operating system or 
any a common operating system (the common operating system on which the logical partitions 
and their "guest" soft wares are operated on) or can be done indirectly by "any other appropriate 
software capable of orchestrating the operation and effecting the devices", for example 
partitioning program or guest soft wares (see Bealkowski's column 12 lines 15-25). Thus 
Bealkowski teaches these steps can be accomplished in a various programs including common 
operating systems, guest software in a partition such as guest's operating system or any program 
such as partition control program. 

In a consistent manner, Tarui's paragraphs 64,84 describes that it is the common 
partition control program that manages stop generating new tasks for the impacted users' 
processes. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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When responding to the office action, Applicant is advised to provide the examiner with 
the line numbers and page numbers in the application and/or references cited to assist examiner 
to locate the appropriate paragraphs. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Due T. Doan whose telephone number is 571-272-4171 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 AM 05:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mano Padmanabhan can be reached on 571-272-4210. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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